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Reagan Should Turn From

‘Appeasement’ to a Freeze

To use language meaningful to those of President
Reagan’s generation (and my own), appeasement doesn’t
work. I am sure the president would agree with that
statement, but in fact, he is engaged in a program of ap-
peasement. NATO's first resolute decision to deploy 108
Pershing II missiles and 464 cruise missiles to meet the
Soviet SS20 buildup has been followed by the presi-
dent’s proposal of a zero option on both sides, rejected -
by the Soviets, and then a suggestion for an interim solu-
tion, also rejected by the Soviets. ...

The president's proposal to supplant the SALT II treaty
bv the START proposal to reduce strategic launchers to
850 on each side and warheads to 5,000, no more than half
of which would be land-based, has been rejected by the
Soviets. The U.S.S.R. made a minimal move in our direc-
tion by suggesting an 1,800-launcher limit. The administra-
tion now considers means by which it could move off its
original proposal toward the Soviet position.

Another appeasement being attempted is of the anti-nu-
clear and nuclear freeze movements in the West. The polit-
ical force of these movements led the administration to
soften its previous positions, in hopes of diluting the impa-
tience of millions of Europeans and Americans over their
governments’ inability to reduce the nuclear terror to
which they are exposed. Minor variations of the degree of
terror certainly are not going to appease these movements,
particularly when these gestures are matched by plans to
bring in new weapons svstems like the MX, the D5, the
B1. and a whole new dimension of space warfare.

The real requirement is for a bold move to halt the arms
race, as a ciear indication of resolution to reduce the nu-
clear terror to which all our populations are subjected. This
is the basis for the call for a mutual and verifiable freeze on
the testing, production and deployment of nuclear weap-
ons and their delivery systems: A recitation of what this
freeze will produce in benefits to the safety of the United
-States is a compelling argument for Reagan to leapfrog the
obstructionists who urge him to oppose it and instead take
leadershipofit. -

A simple projection of current weapons plans that would
‘be obviated by a freeze demonstrates its value to the safety

1) A freeze on new types of land-based missiles permit-
ted under SALT I! would halt the present Soviet testing of

*two new types. It would also halt the MX. The prime

charactenistic of these new weapons is an increase in ac-
curacy and consequent targeting of the land-based missile
systems of the other side. While the so-called “first-strike”
scenario is discussed as a theoretical possibility today, the
advent of these new weapons systems will bring it remark-

_ over the next decad

ably closer. Both sides will be convinced that the other will
soon have the potential for a single devastating blow, re-
-quiring that it keep itself on hair-trigger alert for an

equally deV_astatmg response. The decision time in such
arcumstances will be reduced so that automatic, not
human, decisions will have to be programmed, offering the
hw prospect of mutual destruction through machine
2} A freeze would bar the develop-
ment of cruise missile armadason - - -
both sides. While the United States is |
technologically ahead with this new -

. device to date, it is predictable that the

Sovieis will develop their own capabil-
ity within the next decade. They did -

. just that with respect to the MIRV,

after it was left out of SALT [ in 1972
because the United States had no in:
centive to bar itself from something

~ the Soviets did not then have. At the

end of this decade, we can confidently
expect a national debate over the need .
for a comprehensive air defense system to protect the

. United States from a Soviet cruise missile armada. This

3) A freeze would bar the further development and de-
ployment of the Blackjack bomber on the Soviet side and
of the B1 on the American side. This would have to be
clarified in the discussions leading to the freeze agreement,
but it seems clear that the strategic arms negotiating his-
tory considers intercontinental aircraft to be launchers
rather than platforms. Again, this would prevent the
buildup of a large Soviet intercontinental nuclear air force
requiring the kind of air defense system the Soviets are !
row hoping can hold off at least some of our B52s.

4) The freeze would ber the development of the D5
missile by the United States, with its improvements in ac-
curacy leading to the danger of first strike from the sea.
Similarly, it would bar a more accurate Soviet submarine-
launched missile. It would not bar the replacement of

whole development would be eliminated by a freeze today.

- Polaris submarines by Tridents because the negotiating |

history has considered submarines as platforms rather. i
than as launchers. The Soviets are currrently considerably
behmd the United States in submarine technology, but
again it can be confidently expected that they will improve
h es throigh a combination of espionage,
aﬂoeauonofresmmandtalent.,and plain competitive
determination. A freeze on launchers would limit the appli-
cation of those improvements in the nuclear dimension.

Each of the arguments against the freeze collapses -
under careful examination: e
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